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August 16, 2013 
 
To: Mark Slovick, Project Manager 
County of San Diego Planning and Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov 
(858) 495-5172 
 
Subject: DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General 
Plan Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA), PDS2012-3810-12-
001 (SP), EIR Project Objectives 
  
Dear Mr. Slovick: 
 
The project “objectives” as identified in the DEIR and applied to the specific project site, 
are inconsistent with the General Plan and the two local Community Plans. In some 
cases, the “objectives” are meritless and not useful in critically thinking about project 
“Alternatives”. Collectively, the group of selected “objectives” erroneously assumes 
there is a need for a brand new, independent Town/Village in the middle of a rural 
community without essential infrastructure. Functionally, the objectives are crafted and 
used in a biased fashion to select alternatives that are then ruled out by the objectives 
themselves.  
 
 Objective 1 – The full text of Objective One with comment areas highlighted is below: 
 
“Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor consistent with the County’s Community Development Model for 
a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.”  
 
Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor – The County General Plan, approved just two years ago, before 
the LHR project application was moving forward, accommodates more growth than 
SANDAG population forecasts project. There is no need for the project’s proposed 
housing combinations in the proposed location. There is also no need or requirement to 
convert land that is designated by the Community Model for agriculture, large animal 
keeping and estate residential in order to accommodate an additional Village with urban 
densities in Northern San Diego County.  
 
Importantly, the existing Valley Center Villages (designated by SANDAG as a “Smart 
Growth Opportunity Area”) are in close proximity to and efficiently connected to the I-15 
major transportation corridor   Specifically, both the North and South Village nodes are 
traversed by Valley Center Road which was improved at a cost of $50 Million to facilitate 
intensified commercial and residential development of Valley Center’s central valley.  A 
traditional crossroads since the late 1800s when Valley Center was homesteaded, the 
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area has designated in the Community Plan for compact village development since the 
first community plan in the 1960s. Valley Center Road is a 4 lane road with raised 
medians, specifically a Circulation Element 4.1A Major Road from Woods Valley Rd 
south to the city of Escondido, and from Lilac Rd. to Miller Rd.  The other segments of 
Valley Center Road through the North and South Villages are 4.2A Boulevard roads.  
This slightly lower classification reflects the traffic impacts of interconnection with North 
and South Village traffic flows. 
 
In stark comparison, the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Project contemplates 
overburdening 2.2 E and F two lane, narrow winding country roads to Level of Service E 
and F and requests ten Exemptions to County Road Standards on the circulation 
roads that the project will utilize.  The Project proposes adding 22,000 plus Average 
Daily Trips required by this automobile based commuter community. 
 
Functionally, the Project is not “in close proximity” to the I-15 freeway.  Reality is that 
the granite hills require a twisting, slow 1 ½ mile trip to I-15 south and 3 miles north to I-
15 North, from the closest northern point of their development. 
 
From the south at Circle R Drive it is 3.0 miles of the lowest grade of public road in the 
County to reach I-15 at Gopher Canyon. 
 
Importantly, the project applicant itself (and their self- serving “objectives”) does not 
have legal right-of-way to use Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane private roads for the 
Project. It also does not own legal right of way, nor can it require legal right-of-way 
without the use of Eminent Domain, to build the proposed Covey Lane/West Lilac Road 
intersection in compliance with minimum County Sight Distance Line standards. 
 
From a full disclosure standpoint, it is misleading to tell the public that the project is in 
“close proximity” to a major transportation corridor without an analysis of the ability of 
this Project to mitigate impacts, to safely manage its traffic burden and to pay for the 
direct off-site impacts of the Project’s congestive Level E and F Level of Service.  
 
In contrast, the “Smart Growth” vision and guiding principles that are essential 
foundations for the entire County General Plan, has led to planned growth being re-
directed to enlarged Village areas where road and sewer infrastructure is in place. 
Conversely, the new General Plan directs growth away from the more rural countryside.  
 

The General Plan growth in housing units across the entire County of San Diego is 
summarized in Table 1-1 below.  
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Table 1-1 San Diego County General Plan Housing Unit Forecast 2010-2050 

  

 

Please note that the Lilac Hills Ranch project requires General Plan Amendment, and is 
not included in the estimate of projected Housing Units in Table 1-1, which is based on 
the August 2011 San Diego County General Plan.   

For the entire County of San Diego Housing Units are increasing 32 % from 2010 to 
2050. 

Valley Center Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 
102% from 2010 to 2050, more than 3 times the rate of the County overall.  This 
growth is largely in the North and South Villages, which are located where suitable 
infrastructure is (Roads, Sewers, Schools) located in Valley Center.  There are no 
provisions in the General Plan to provide the requisite infrastructure in the remote 
proposed site of Lilac Hills Ranch to support urban village land use densities.  The two 
central Villages in the San Diego County General Plan and the Valley Center 
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Community Plan located in the traditional town center is the logical place for Valley 
Center to provide more than its fair share of housing for the County. 

Bonsall Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 59% 
from 2010 to 2050, nearly 2 times the rate of the County overall.  Growth is also 
planned at the traditional town center, close to the intersection of SR-76 and Mission 
Road, where necessary infrastructure for dense, urban development is in either on the 
ground or planned (and funded) to be added shorty.   

The combined composite effects of adding Lilac Hills Ranch in addition to General Plan 
growth is provided in Table 1-2 below: 

Table 1-2 Bonsall and Valley Center Composite Housing Unit Analysis 

 Housing Units   
% Growth from 2010 
 

 2010 2020 2030 2050  2010 to 
2020 

2020 to 
2030 

2010 to 
2050 

Bonsall 3,875 4,320 5,149 6,151  11.5% 19.2% 58.7% 
Valley Center 6,638 7,627 9,795 13,411  14.9% 28.4% 102.0% 
    Subtotal 
General Plan 

10,513 11,947 14,944 19,562  13.6% 25.1% 86.1% 

Lilac Hills 
Ranch (LHR) 

  746 1,746 1,746        

             
Total with LHR 
included 

10,513 12,693 16,690 21,308  20.7% 31.5% 102.7% 

Reference: SD 
County growth 

1,158,076 1,262,488 1,369,807 1,529,090  9.0% 8.5% 32.0% 

 
 
The ONLY mass transit that exists is the North County Transit District (NCTD) Bus 
Routes 388 and 389 (Attachment A).  The closest access is at SR 76 and Old Highway 
395, a minimum 4 mile trip north from the project site. These routes run eight times a 
day and mainly link the Pala, Pauma, Rincon and Valley View Casinos to the Escondido 
Transit Center.  If you are going to a regional shopping center or work center, you must 
take a 30 minute bus ride to the Escondido Transit Center and transfer to another route. 
 
The mass transit system only works if you are a Casino patron. 
 
 
 
consistent with the County’s Community Development Model – This Project is not 
consistent with the San Diego County Community Development Model.  It is 
Inconsistent with the Community Development Model which is a subset of the 
San Diego General Plan.   
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The General Plan states (San Diego County General Plan: Land Use Framework; 
Community Development Model, p.3-6): “The Community Development Model directs 
the highest intensities and greatest mix of new uses to Village areas, while directing 
lower-intensity uses such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural and agricultural 
operations to Semi-Rural areas .... To facilitate a regional perspective the Regional 
Categories of Village, Semi-Rural and Rural Lands have been applied to all privately-
owned lands …” 
 
Clearly, the Community Development Model is not a moveable, abstract concept. If this 
were true then Village “puzzle pieces” could be dropped into Semi-Rural and Rural 
lands anywhere in the County and pronounced consistent with the Community 
Development Model.  
 
Rather, the Community Development Model reflects a complex of planning principles 
and ideas that are expressed through the General Plan’s Regional Categories. It is the 
assignment of a particular Regional Land Use Category to a particular piece of land that 
this SP/GPA proposes to amend. The proposal therefore is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model. Again, consistency would be achieved only by 
amending the General Plan to fit the project.  
 
� In the General Plan (p 3-7) “Village areas function as the center of community 

planning areas and contain the highest population and development densities. 
Village areas are typically served by both water and wastewater systems. Ideally, a 
Village would reflect a development pattern that is characterized as compact, higher 
density development that is located within walking distance of commercial services, 
employment centers, civic uses, and transit.” 

 
� The proposed site is designated not for Village development but for large semi-rural 

parcels (SR 10 and SR-4). This proposal to plop a Village into the middle of an area 
that the Community Development Model designates for Semi-Rural and Rural 
development requires AMENDING the Community Development Model.  

 
� Further, the site abuts SR-4, SR-10 and Rural-40 acreage. The Community 

Development Model, which has been applied in Valley Center’s central valley and 
which this proposal defies, requires a “feathering” of residential densities from 
intense Village development to SR-0.5, SR-1, SR-2, SR-4, and so forth. 

 
� This SP/GPA is located many miles from areas that the Community Development 

Model designates for Village development: miles from employment centers, 
shopping, entertainment, medical services, and civic organizations and activities.   

 
� As for infrastructure, there are few existing roads in the area and they are built and 

planned to service Semi-Rural and Rural development, as is the current plan. 
Despite proposing intense Village development, the proponents also propose to 
retain or reduce capacities of these roads. Additionally, Accretive does not have 
legal rights to use Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Private Roads for the purposes 
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indicated in the LHR Specific Plan and supporting plans and documents.  Water 
infrastructure serves 50 homes and agricultural irrigation. There is no wastewater 
service. 

 
� The intent of the Community Development Model for Villages is to intensify 

development in existing Villages -- not to create NEW Villages through the 
destruction of Semi-Rural and Rural lands. The Community Development Model was 
applied in Valley Center during the General Plan update process. Village boundaries 
were drawn. Village densities were planned to feather from the commercial and 
mixed use core to meet the Semi-Rural designations. The majority of the Valley 
Center community’s future development is now planned for the “Village” areas in the 
center of the Valley Center Planning Area, at the community’s traditional 
“crossroads” where road, water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as schools, 
churches, shops and businesses are already in place. 

 
a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.   There are two issues with this 
part of Objective 1.  The first issue is that the Specific Plan is so NON-SPECIFIC on 
what the Commercial, Schools, and Parks content of this Project is that one cannot 
assess whether anyone walking would reach a desired service of any kind.   
 
The second issue is that “walkability” is usually defined a ½ mile one way trip.  The 
large majority of the Commercial zoning is in the Northern town center, which is a 1 ½ 
mile one way trip form the Southern boundary of the Project.  People in the South (1 ½ 
mile) and Middle (1 mile) of this project won’t walk to the town center, and the two small 
commercial areas planted in the Middle and South to create a façade of “a walkable 
pedestrian community” are not credible walkable destinations. In fact, this creates 
Urban Sprawl internal to the Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision. 
 
                                                                     2. 
 
Objective 2 – The full text with comment areas highlighted is below: 
 
“Provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that encourages 
walking and riding bikes, and that provides public services and facilities that are 
accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding area.”  
 
in a manner that encourages walking and riding bikes -   With 10 Exceptions to Road 
Standards, the Covey Lane/West Lilac intersection with its Sight Distance line that does 
not meet County Road Standards, and the traffic load the Project will throw on internal 
and external roads, who is gonna risk taking a walk or riding a bike? 
   
public services and facilities that are accessible to residents of both the community and 
the surrounding area – There are two issues with this statement.   
 
The first issue: what are the public services and facilities in this Project?  A vague 
statement about a K-8 school site without any commitment to financing or endorsement 
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by the School District, a vague description of the minimum acreage of Parks the County 
requires?  Does the undefined Commercial content include a Supermarket or 
community market?  A restaurant of any kind?  A retail gasoline service station? 
 
The second issue: “accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding 
area” – Accretive’s Traffic Impact Study does not show an influx of non-residents to the 
area.  Is this because the Applicant is overly optimistically portraying the true 
Traffic Impact of this Project? 
 
       3. 
 
Objective 3 – The full text is below:  
 
“Provide a variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and passive 
activities, and trails available to the public that connect the residential neighborhoods to 
the town and neighborhood centers.” 
 
There is no demonstrated need for these recreational amenities in the rural environment 
that exists on and around the project site.  Further, the DEIR does not even attempt to 
address the issue of adding to or upgrading recreational facilities in other areas in 
Valley Center, including in and around the existing Villages.. 
 
 
      4. 
 
Objective 4 - The full text with comment areas highlighted is below: 
“Integrate major physical features into the project design, including major drainages, 
and woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive community in order to reduce urban 
runoff.”  
 
There are three issues with this Objective.  The first issue is that the Objective is so 
vague and subjective that compliance is not measurable. 
 
The second issue is with the highlighted statement: “Integrate major physical features 
into the project design, including major drainages, and woodlands” 
 
How is taking 608 acres of Rural Land primarily involved in Agriculture, disturbing 440 
acres, and creating large areas of impermeable surfaces consistent with this Objective?  
The Project includes 83 acres of road surface and 68 acres of manufactured slopes.  Is 
it desirable to increase storm water runoff surface water velocity in concrete channels 
that increase downstream siltation in the runoff?  How does this benefit the woodlands? 
 
The third issue is with the highlighted statement that follows: “creating a hydrologically 
sensitive community in order to reduce urban runoff.” 
From our analysis of the Accretive Hydromodification Design, we find the analysis is 
marginal; requiring rainwater collection and storage from rooftops and a total of 23 
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acres of permeable paving to meet Hydrology requirements with the indicated 
preliminary design.  The truth of the matter is that Accretive is proposing covering large 
areas of rural farm land with impermeable surfaces.  If the Hydro design is compliant, it 
achieves compliance only in the most optimistic scenarios with scant margin.  Is this 
what a hydrologically sensitive community is? 
 
      5. 
 
Objective 5 – The full text is below:  
 
“Preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a planned and 
integrated preserve area.” 
 
The project as proposed will still destroy sensitive natural resources. The fact that is will 
preserve some resources on site is not a reason to fail to look at an alternative that will 
save all the resources on site. If the DEIR is fairly going to use this “Objective” to select 
and discount project alternatives, it needs to specifically analyze the differences in 
conservation outcomes amongst and between the project alternatives. Further, the 
DEIR must include a thoughtful analysis of alternative sites for all or part of the project.  
 
                              6. 
 
Objective 6 – The full text with comment areas highlighted is below:  
“Accommodate future population growth in San Diego County by providing a range of 
diverse housing types, including mixed-use and senior housing.”  
 
The mixed-use and senior housing are included in the Project to achieve the densest 
possible development yield.  The Applicant has added a 200 bed congregate care 
facility on top of the 1746 Equivalent Dwelling Units, stating that because there is only 
one communal kitchen, the huge facility technically doesn’t add EDU’s.   
 
The Applicant in truth has located its “Senior Housing” in Phase 4 and 5 to “spin” the 
myth that the proposed LHR Project has acceptable Traffic Impacts.  Senior dwelling 
units have the lowest Trip Generation rates for Traffic Impact assessment. 
 
Accretive has limited rights for Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge private roads, which 
are the required Fire Access exits for Phase 4 and 5.  Accretive is “spinning” a second 
myth that the senior community land uses do not overburden their limited easement 
rights for private roads. 
 
The reality is that a Senior Community placed in the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch remote 
location far from Medical Services and shopping will create a larger traffic burden than 
the SANDAG Trip Generation Tables indicate.  This is because the trip generation for 
SANDAG Senior Residences is based on San Diego County statistical facts.  And 
factually, the majority of Senior Residential Communities are in sited in areas where 
necessary infrastructure and services are in close proximity.  Lilac Hills Ranch lacks 
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necessary infrastructure and services and will require longer and more frequent trips for 
Senior residents to acquire necessary services.   
 
The jumbled aggregation of “senior orientented” land uses aren’t properly thought out 
from an available Community Services standpoint – it is an attempt (that fails) to Design 
around deficient legal rights-of-way for roads. 
 
In this Objective, the County re-brands dense Urban Sprawl as a desired attribute.  
. 
 
      7. 
 
Objective 7 – The full text is below:  
 
“Provide the opportunity for residents to increase the recycling of waste.” 
 
 Having an on-site recycling facility is not the only opportunity to increase recycling of 
waste.  
 
The General Plan density Community could and should partner with the County to 
provide local centralized brush chipping.  The mulch generated has the benefit of 
reducing landfill usage or lowering Greenhouse gases by avoiding burning the brush, 
creates mulch that improves plant growth while lowering water consumption, and the 
brush clearance lowers fire risks.  This is a single example of how any of the 
alternatives provide opportunities for residents to recycle waste.  
 
Fairly considered, all of the Alternatives comply with this Objective equally. 
 
      8. 
 
Objective 8 – The full text is below: 
 
“Provide a broad range of educational, recreational, and social uses and economically 
viable commercial opportunities within a walkable distance from the residential uses.” 
 
This objective, unless fairly treated as achievable at alternative locations in the Valley 
Center Community or in the surrounding North County communities, serves only as a 
preconceived basis to reject project alternatives that are anything less than the full 
project on the specific project site. 
 
Further, the DEIR should look at how developing a Project at the proposed General 
Plan densities and preserving existing agriculture and residential based businesses 
(such as the existing Accretive Agricultural Office located on 32444 Birdsong Drive) on 
the same or nearby parcels could achieve Objective 8 perhaps better than the proposed 
project. 
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Summary  
 
The proposed LHR Project meets very few of its own Objectives and the Objectives are 
used in the DEIR as tools to limit the range of Alternatives discussed and to reject 
Alternatives that are consistent with the General Plan. The “Objectives” for the project 
should be adjusted with the primary goal of building a project consistent with the 
County’s new General Plan.   
 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Mark Jackson 
9550 Covey Lane 
Escondido, CA 92026 
760-731-7327 
jacksonmark92026@gmail.com 
 
 
Attachment  A: North County Transit District Breeze Bus Routes 388 and 389 
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Summary  
 
 

In order to protect natural systems and rural landscapes, as well as to ensure 

urban growth occurs primarily in incorporated areas, it is reasonable for the 

County of San Diego to consider a growth alternative in its General Plan 

process that reduces by approximately two-thirds the number of housing 

units current proposed for unincorporated areas and to re-allocate these units 

to cities within the County.   Such a scenario would, by 2030, still leave 

substantial residential capacity in cities for future growth needs.  
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this project is  to provide an assessment of whether it is reasonable to shift significant 
anticipated growth from unincorporated areas of San Diego County into existing cities in the County, in 
order to lessen pressure on important natural resources, reduce sprawl and foster compact and more 
sustainable development. This memorandum outlines the findings of this assessment.  
 
The San Diego County proposed General Plan Update has been used, in consultation with CNFF, to 
determine what growth might be redirected.  Data from the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG), has been used to assess the feasibility of allocating that increment of growth to existing 
cities.  
 
GreenInfo Network is a non-profit organization founded in 1996 to support other public interest 
organizations and public agencies with computer mapping and related information technology.  Using 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software and other tools, GreenInfo Network aides approximately 
80 groups a year on a wide range of projects, covering environmental protection, land use, social justice, 
public health and other matters. With its twelve professional staff, GreenInfo Network has assisted over 
300 organizations and agencies since its founding.  
 
GreenInfo Network has background in the issues described in this report, including extensive work on a 
recent infill model for the San Francisco Bay Area and the expertise of its Executive Director, Larry 
Orman, who has considerable experience in local and regional land use planning.  
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2.  KEY INFORMATION ELEMENTS 
 
 
San Diego County is fortunate to have a large amount of very competent geographic and demographic 
data to support land use planning.  In particular, SANDAG , uses extremely robust GIS data and growth 
modeling that allow very effective review and assessment of the type conducted for this project. Their 
data and other sources used include the following:  
 
 

1.  San Diego County Draft General Plan Update:   The draft plan provided the numbers of 
people and dwelling units proposed for each unincorporated community, or planning area, in 
the County. Cleveland National Forest Foundation (CNFF) has determined that approximately 66 
percent of this growth can be redirected to cities from these unincorporated areas, ensuring 
that substantial gains would be possible in resource protection, sprawl avoidance and urban 
sustainability.  See Appendix 1, CNFF memorandum dated May 27, 2010.  
 
2.  SANDAG Population projections:   SANDAG maintains population projections for the entire 
County.  Its most recently adopted version is its 2050 series (February 2010), which was used in 
determining future projected growth in incorporated areas.   An explicit reference to the 
primary data table used is noted in the Appendix title page at the end of this report.  
Information and data about the 2050 projections is available thru the SANDAG web site:   
 

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=355&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
It should be noted that SANDAG’s 2050 projection series and the County’s projections differ 
somewhat by 2030, with SANDAG showing slightly more growth in the unincorporated area .  
The County General Plan EIR suggests that the SANDAG 2050 series will be closer to the County’s 
estimate (the SANDAG 2050 projections were published mid-way through the development of 
this report).  However, in this project, we use the County data to define the units to be allocated 
from the unincorporated areas, and SANDAG for the city data, to better match any data on 
unincorporated areas to what the County itself is using.  
 
3.  Residential Land Inventory:   The third major source of data used in this assessment was the 
SANDAG Employment and Residential Land Inventory (“Inventory”), published in September 
2009.  This Inventory is attached to this report as Appendix 3. This extensive SANDAG project 
assessed the residential and employment capacity of every parcel ownership in the County, 
using existing City general plans as the primary factor to determine what each parcel might be 
capable of holding in the future.  Our report relies upon the Inventory’s residential capacity data 
and does not assume any changes in use of land for employment purposes.  
 
The SANDAG Inventory looks only at parcel-based site capacity.  Issues of infrastructure, traffic 
and other factors were not assessed in great detail. However, since the Inventory uses adopted 
general plans as a key element in defining capacity, it can be reasonably assumed that such 
constraints and factors have effectively been taken into account. 
 
The Inventory has two major information elements:  (a) an estimation of capacity without 
regard to time frame; and (b) a stratification of that capacity into short, intermediate and longer 
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term categories based on market timing and related factors. This report does not assess the 
timing of the growth allocated from the unincorporated areas to the cities (in part because the 
amount allocated to each city ended up being a relatively small percent of its overall capacity).  
 
The Inventory is extremely detailed and has been extensively reviewed by a muti-interest task 
force and through map and data review with every city.  Most of the future residential capacity 
the Inventory defines was based on existing City general plans with some adjustments that were 
agreeable to the cities (information in this paragraph confirmed in phone call with Marney Cox, 
SANDAG on 2/9/10; see also Page 50 of the Inventory which notes this involvement by local 
jurisdictions.  It is also worth noting that the Employment and Residential Inventory Report was 
developed by a broadly representative project task force of 37 people from government and the 
private sector, among them representatives of 13 of the county’s 17 cities).  
 
The Inventory was being developed at the same time new projections (“Series 12”, the 2050 
projections) were being prepared. Because of the many variables involved in both efforts, the 
Inventory report underscores that its capacity estimates are just that – estimates, and at a 
particular point in time. The Inventory report also cautions against comparisons of the forecast 
and the Inventory (page 55), given that different factors are used in each set of numbers.  
However, the Inventory remains a highly researched data set and is indeed the only resource for 
any assessment of development capacity in relation to future demands from population growth 
and change.  It is for this reason that the Inventory estimates of future capacity are used in this 
report to show the approximate scale of how much residential capacity might remain at 
different growth projections or allocations.  
 
While the Inventory suggests a great deal of capacity for reuse of existing developed areas along 
with some new, higher densities on vacant land, history shows that many plan-defined densities 
end up being somewhat reduced  when projects are actually built.  However, it is also the case 
that communities generally, and many in San Diego in specific, have been significantly increasing 
the amount of residential development allowed in many areas  in the past few years and it is 
likely, according to SANDAG staff, that some cities may adopt new plans that allow for even 
more capacity than indicated in the Inventory. 1   
 
Finally, it is worth noting that the Inventory report (page 1-2) itself emphasizes the goal of 
channeling much of the region’s future growth into existing incorporated areas:   
 

The RCP [Regional Comprehensive Plan by SANDAG] contains a long-term vision for the San Diego 
region, expressed in a malleable framework in which local and regional decisions will be made over 
time to improve our quality of life. To achieve this goal, the RCP is based on the premise of change; 
we must plan for our future differently than we have our past for the reasons listed in the elements of 
the RCP. For example, the vision is to create an urban form comprised of sustainable and balanced 
communities with a high quality of life. 
 
To help achieve the vision’s goals, local jurisdictions, acting together as SANDAG, have endorsed an 
urban form that channels much of the region’s future growth into existing urban (primarily 

incorporated) communities, preserving and protecting the lifestyle and sensitive environment of our 
rural (primarily unincorporated) areas. One outcome of this change would be that an increasing 

                                                           
1  Chula Vista, Oceanside and Vista are a few of the cities that are taking actions to create livable transit oriented 
communities.   
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proportion of our growth will likely occur as redevelopment and urban infill. Thus, the data in this 
report provides a unique snapshot as well as insight into how prepared the region is today to 
accommodate the RCP vision of a new urban form.  

 
In addition to this data and these analyses, GreenInfo Network made use of a number of other SANDAG 
GIS data sets, including the parcel layer, transportation system, community planning area boundaries 
and others. This data was used for visual display and review; no spatial analysis was performed.  
 
Finally, as part of the project, GreenInfo Network reviewed SANDAG meeting agendas and minutes 
relating to the San Diego County General Plan Update, the Employment and Residential Land Inventory 
project, and related information posted on the SANDAG web site.   
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3.  ALTERNATIVE COUNTY GROWTH SCENARIO 
 
 
Is it reasonable to consider redirecting into cities two-thirds of housing unit growth projected for the 
unincorporated areas?  
 
This is the key question that this report seeks to answer.   
 
The method used in testing whether this growth scenario is reasonable consisted of the following steps:  
 

1.  Identify the residential units to be allocated AWAY from each unincorporated planning area 
(66% of the proposed number of residential units in the County General Plan Preferred 
Alternative). This calculation was prepared by CNFF; the methodology and assumptions are 
described in Appendix 1.   Map 1 shows the location of units to be reallocated to cities.  
 
2.  Identify the 2030 projected NEW residential units for all cities (incorporated areas) from the 
SANDAG 2050 projections (2030 appears to best correlate with the time horizon of the County’s 
draft General Plan). 
 
3.  ASSIGN the units in (1) to each city, proportionate to each city’s percent of the total unit 
capacity as identified in the 2009 Residential and Employment Inventory.  Note: this capacity is 
not time dependent; it is simply the total number of units that could be built under the planning 
and other conditions operative at the time of the Inventory (2008-09).  
 
3.  ADD  the 2030 city projections and the assigned units to arrive at  each city’s total 2030 
residential unit allotment.   
 
3.  SUBTRACT the 2030 total units from each city’s CAPACITY, as defined in the Inventory.  
 
4.  Review the REMAINING Inventory capacity for each city, to determine:  (a) the share of total 
unit capacity represented by the allocation of units from county planning areas; and (b) the 
remaining capacity after this allocation.   See Map 2 which identifies these capacities. 
 

   
CONCLUSION:   Applying these steps, as indicated in the three tables that follow, shows that almost all 
cities* in San Diego County have substantially more residential capacity than demand by 2030, even 
with the additional allocation of units from the County.  Removing 47,500 units from the County and 
redirecting them to cities still leaves the cities of the County with 158,000 units of residential capacity 
for future growth beyond 2030.   
 
This strongly indicates that a scenario using this approach would be entirely reasonable in the County’s 
process of developing its general plan.  See Map 2, later, which illustrates this conclusion.  
 
 
*The City of Del Mar is an exception, with no units assigned, due to its very small unit capacity.  
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4.  VISUALIZING DEVELOPMENT CALLED FOR INFILL SCENARIO 
 
The SANDAG Employment and Residential Inventory defines many types of residential growth in 
evaluating capacity.  The following is a list of five general residential types that applied to the cities of 
San Diego in this assessment:  
 

� Infill development of some single family and multi-family sites  
� Redevelopment/conversion of some single family sites to multi-family units  
� Conversion of some mobile home parks to single family or multi-family unit development 
� Conversion of some employment sites to residential or mixed uses 
� Development of vacant land – single family, multifamily or mixed use development on 

“greenfield” sites that are currently undeveloped  
 
These types of residential development 
are all common in San Diego and most 
California metropolitan areas, where 
urban housing is being built at rising 
densities.  
 
The Alternative Growth Scenario 
outlined in this report is, like most of 
the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive 
Plan, based on these types of housing 
growth as defined more fully in the 
Employment and Residential Inventory 
report.  The adjacent figure, entitled 
25th and Commercial Street Station, 
provides a visual representation of this 
type of infill development.  This graphic 
shows the particular parcels and their 
residential capacities, around a 
potential transit station just east of 
downtown San Diego.  
 
The simulation presented on the 
following page provides an example of 
how a typical suburban corridor could 
be redeveloped with urban scale 
housing and retail/commercial uses.  
These simulations are widely used to 
help policy makers and citizens alike 
realize the great transformations that 
can turn currently desolate areas into 
vibrant urban places.  
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Simulation of how a commercial street might be developed into an urban center (simulation by Urban 
Advantage – www.urbanadvantage.com)  
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MAP 1 – Dwelling Units in County Planning Areas  - Allocated to cities, retained as County projection 
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MAP 2 – Dwelling Unit Capacities in Cities (showing allocations from County planning areas) 
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Appendix 1:  
 
Method for Re-Allocation of County Residential Units 
Prepared by Duncan McFetridge and Crystal Mohr on behalf of the Cleveland National Forest Foundation  
May 27, 2010 
 
 
 
Appendix 2:  (Excel table not included, available for public download as noted) 
 
SANDAG 2050 Growth Projections  
Excel data tables from the 2050 projections – available from:   http://datawarehouse.sandag.org/ 
Primary table used:   Cities and the Unincorporated Area.xls 
Prepared by SANDAG staff  
February  2010 
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